Abstract: This paper investigates the acquisition of English multiple interrogatives such as Who did what? by advanced learners of English whose first language is Indonesian. The underlying functional feature of multiple interrogatives is multiple focus features, which are not available in Indonesian. Unlike English, there is no equivalent structure of multiple interrogatives in Indonesian since wh-questions in this language are instantiations of unique focus constructions. Acceptability judgment tasks were administered on four wh-pairings: whowhen, who-where, what-when, and what-where. The first task was in the form of questions with a pair-list answer and single answer, whereas the second was in the form of questions within the contexts. Conjoined interrogatives were also added into the tasks in order to observe the L1 transfer. The results clearly demonstrate that overall advanced learners of English were significantly different from the English native speakers in their ratings of acceptability of multiple interrogatives. However, the statistical data of each wh-phrase pairing demonstrates that L2 learners performed like native controls in their ratings of most of the pairings. These findings suggest that the present study lends partial support to Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis and No Parameter Resetting Hypothesis.
The nature of L1 transfer to L2 grammars and Universal Grammar access at L2 grammars is one of the intriguing issues in generative second language acquisition, about which several hypotheses have been proposed. Two of them became the concern of the present study, namely Full Transfer/Full Access (Schwartz & Sprouse 1994 , 1996 , which contends that parameters can be reset to account for the new values in the L2, and No Parameter Resetting Hypothesis, which argues that parameters cannot be reset if they differ from those in the L1 (Hawkin 1998; Hawkins and Chan 1997) .
The present paper shall present empirical evidence which will argue for or against one of the two hypotheses. In particular, it investigates the acquisition of multiple interrogatives in the interlanguage grammar of Indonesian-speaking learners of English, which implicates the acquisition of multiple focus features. Multiple interrogatives are common cross-linguistically, yet there are some languages that do not have a feature to allow them to build such constructions. One of these is Indonesian (or Bahasa Indonesia). Hence, in the context of second language acquisition, it is interesting to ascertain whether multiple interrogatives are acquirable by Indonesian learners of English.
The paper will be organized as follows. Section II will offer some theoretical frameworks about multiple interrogatives in English by outlining the fact that such constructions are possible in English due to the presence of multiple focus features at Logical Form (LF). This feature is not available in Indonesian due to the fact that Indonesian wh-questions are instances of unique focus constructions. Section III will describe some consideration of the issue at hand in light of the two hypotheses. Section IV will lay out the research question and the prediction made by each of the hypotheses: FTFA and NPRH. Section V will delineate the type of experiment, participants, test materials, procedures and results. Section VI will provide some discussion of the findings, and section VII will wind up the findings and discussion.
The interaction between wh-questions and focus structure has been widely elaborated by a number of syntacticians (Rochemont 1978 (Rochemont , 1986 Culicover & Rochemont 1983; Horvath 1981 Horvath , 1986 Kiss 1987 cited in Suranyi 2004 . Wh-phrases in single questions are assumed as a sub-case of focus, an assumption that is evidenced by a variety of prosodic and semantic parallelisms, as well as syntactic similarities. With regard to structural descriptions, syntactic focusing which is represented by FocP (Brody 1990; Rizzi 1997 cited in Suranyi 2004 ) is commonly assumed to be the target of the same syntactic projection of moved wh-phrases.
Horvath (1986 ( cited in Stoyanova 2008 ) assumes a universal principle according to which focus is a syntactic feature that is assigned to a non-echo wh-phrase. Whmovement is then assumed to occur for focusing reasons.
Given the above account, Calabrese (1984 ( cited in Stoyanova 2008 relates the fact that Italian disallows multiple interrogatives to the fact that it is not possible to have more than one focus of new information in the same sentence. Along the same line, Rizzi (1997) argues that wh-phrases and focused elements in Italian display the same syntactic properties. They are licensed in the same structural position of the left periphery and therefore have a complementary distribution. Rizzi further argues for a unique focus position in the left periphery of Italian to account for the fact that the language does not allow multiple interrogatives and multiple focuses.
In an attempt to examine specific internal properties of languages that do not exhibit multiple interrogatives, Stoyanova (2008) proposes the Uniqueness Hypothesis which states that
Languages that license wh-phrases only in a unique structural focus positions are languages without multiple whquestions. The notion of uniqueness has to be understood as the interaction of the following parameters: 1) no focus insitu, 2) no multiple specifiers of a FocP or alternatively no clustering of focused constituents, and 3) no FocP-recursion. Stoyanova (2008) hypothesizes that whphrases in languages that do not admit multiple wh-questions have an uninterpretable strong focus feature that should be checked off by a wh-phrase. Assuming that in such languages focus is realized in a unique structural focus position, multiple wh-questions cannot be licensed.
For the purpose of the present study, the Uniqueness Hypothesis was assumed by discarding the first parameter. The reason is that such a parameter fails to explain the absence of multiple interrogatives in Indonesian languages, which apparently allow in-situ focus. I will explore this issue in subsection 3.
Multiple Interrogatives in English
English, like many other languages, countenances multiple interrogatives such as the following.
(1) Who did what? In (1) while one wh-phrase, i.e. "what", stays in the base position, the other wh-phrase, i.e. who, is extracted from the specifier of TP to the specifier of CP. In other words, multiple interrogatives in English require the presence of one wh-phrase in clause-initial SpecCP position. A simplified representation of (1) is given in (2).
In (2) 'who' is generated from the specifier of vP as the subject of the verb 'did'. It then moves up to the specifier of TP to satisfy a strong uninterpretable feature of EPP (Extended Projection Principle) on T' that requires something nominal be attached to. 'Who' ends up on the specifier of CP to check off a strong uninterpretable [uwh*] feature on C'.
According to Pesetsky (1987) , a felicitous answer to (1) involves a set of ordered pair of people and things done, such as, Ahmad bought the groceries; Hasan cooked lunch; etc. This pair-list answer is indicative that "what" is paired with "who" at Logical Form (LF), a syntax-semantic interface. This is essentially a proposal from Chomsky (1976) and has been advanced by Kayne (1979) , Jaeggli (1980a Jaeggli ( , 1982 , Aoun, Hornstein, and Sportiche (1981), Huang (1981) , and others (cited in Pesetsky 1987 
Interrogatives in Indonesian
Indonesian language is blessed with numerous ways of asking a question. There are three types of wh-questions as mentioned in Saddy (1991) and Cole & Hermon (1998) : wh moved to its scopal position as in (6), partially moved wh in (7) and wh-in-situ (8).
(6) Siapa yang akan presentasi minggu ini?
who that will present week this 'Who will present this week?' (7) Kamu fikir kenapa Eri pergi ke Amerika.
you think why Eri go to America Why do you think Eri went to America. (8) Eri akan presentasi apa?
Eri will present what 'What will Eri present?' (9) Siapa presenter minggu ini? who presenter week this 'Who will be the presenter this week?' The distribution of the complementizer yang within the wh-questions appears to be contradictory. It is obligatory in verbal sentences such as (6) but barred in nominal sentences such as (9). As a matter of fact, this is not a contradiction at all as argued by Cole, Hermon & Tjung (2005) . They claim that the solution to this seemingly contradictory restriction should be built upon three crucial claims: (a) in Standard Indonesian there is a requirement of parallelism between syntactic structure and information structure; (b) although the yang sentence like (6) appears to be a verbal sentence, a closer examination reveals that it is, in fact, a nominal sentence; and (c) the grammaticality of the sentences (6) is due to a general rule that optionally moves focused predicates to initial position, and such sentences are not instances of either whmovement or of wh-in-situ subject position. Cole, Hermon & Norhaida (2000) contend that the sentence (6) is, in fact, a nominal sentence, following Mashudi (1976) on Headless Relative Clause Hypothesis (HRCH). According to HRCH, yang questions consist of two NPs rather than one NP and one VP. Yang is not a main clause complementizer; instead it is the complementizer that introduces a headless relative clause. In (6) the two NPs, a headless relative clause and the wh-phrase siapa (who), are related in the structure, as in (10). The structure is claimed to correspond to the nominal sentence structure, as in (11). (10) 'Bill is my lecturer'. We see that in (10) the NPs are a whphrase and a headless relative clause, while in (11) both NPs are nouns. Each of the structures illustrated in (10-11) conforms to the Parallelism Hypothesis (Soemarmo 1970) , according to which the focus or new information must occur in the predicate and the subject must be the old information (topic).
While the subject in Indonesian should only be occupied by a topic, the predicate should be occupied by a focus. The question is now, what is the status of the first NPs in (10-11) repeated below in (12-13)?
The answer is that the first NPs in (12-13) are topic elements that get focalized. Notice that the following structures (14-15) relatively mirror (12-13). In conformity to Parallelism Hypothesis, in (14-15) the first NPs are topic and the second ones are focus.
The sentences (14-15) do not contravene the Parallelism Hypothesis since there is an independently motivated process of predicate fronting, which moves a focused markedconstituent from the predicate to a sentence initial position (Cole, Hermon & Tjung 2005) .
We now find empirical evidence that wh-construction in Indonesian is markedly different from that of English such that it is an instance of a unique focus construction (in spirit identical to the proposal of Cheng 1991; Martohardjono 1993; Cole & Hermon 2000; Cole, Hermon & Tjung 2005) , where the wh-phrase is base-generated in the matrix clause and yang is the relativizer of a headless relative clause. Siapa and Bill move up from the focus position to the sentence initial position because there is a strong focus feature that requires locality of feature checking.
A major question that begs an answer is what prohibits multiple interrogatives from occurring in Indonesian. This is definitely an empirical question that necessitates an investigation for an answer. Very unfortunately, though, until recently this issue has escaped from any linguistic investigation, entailing that the question has been left unanswered.
One probable answer is that the structural focus position in Indonesian is unique in the sense that it is impossible to build a clause with multiple focus positions or multiple wh-questions. This, in spirit, concurs with Stoyanova's Uniqueness Hypothesis. Let's observe the following sentences. (16) (16) and (17) is attributed to the fact that there is more than one wh-phrase in a clause. Recall that whphrases in Indonesian occupy a focus position in light of information structure, which manifests in its syntactic structure. Hence, the unavailability of multiple wh-phrases in the language parallels to the unavailability of multiple focus features.
Considerations for SLA
Although multiple interrogatives have received copious attention in the linguistic literature (among others Cheng 1991; Dayal 2002 Dayal , 2005 , only a few studies have investigated this phenomenon in the context of second language acquisition, thus little is known as to how L2 learners of English whose L1 does not instantiate such constructions cope with it.
Among the few studies, Bley-Vroman & Yoshinaga (2000), for instance, report that high proficient Japanese learners of English rated the acceptability of multiple interrogatives in English significantly different from native speakers of English. In the same vein, Hawkins & Hattori (2006) (White 2007) .
In contrast to NPRH, Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis maintains that there will be subsequent restructuring or resetting of parameters in response to properties of the L2 input (Schwartz & Sprouse 1994 , 1996 cited in White 2007 . According to this hypothesis, the L2 learners can acquire new functional categories or features which differ from those found in the L1.
The present study investigates the parametric variation between Indonesian and English in multiple interrogatives. The underlying feature that allows English to build multiple interrogatives is multiple focus features at LF, which are not available in Indonesian. At S-Structure, the two languages basically have the same focus feature, but Indonesian does not allow the focus feature to recur at LF. This may explain why multiple interrogatives are not exemplified in Indonesian.
Given the fact that the L2 learners are adult learners, who had passed the critical period when they started learning English, the investigation of this property is interesting in the context of second language acquisition research. It determines which of the two hypotheses can best account for the phenomena under investigation.
Hypotheses and Predictions
The purpose of the present study is to investigate whether Indonesian-speaking of universities in the United States. Their advanced level of English proficiency corresponds with their status as students at an American university in which they are at least exposed to English instruction. To confirm this assumption, TOEFL score was requested from each of the L2 participants. Their TOEFL score mean is 542.40, which is quite good. This score does not necessarily reflect their current proficiency due to the fact that it was taken before their arrival in the US. The L2 learners had been staying in the US for an average of 13.60 months at the time of the test. This residency period reinforces the claim that the TOEFL score does undermine the L2 learners' real English proficiency. Their English will have improved after this period of English exposure. 
Material
The test material consisted of 14 questions, which were divided into two sets, of which one was multiple interrogatives as in (1-2) and the other one was conjoined interrogatives as in (3). Each question was followed by an answer. Two types of answer were provided: a question with a pair-list answer as in (1) (NPRH) , are in agreement that the L2 learners will initially transfer the values of their L1 to their L2 grammar, they have two opposing predictions concerning the subsequent development. FTFAH predicts that the L2 learners will accept multiple interrogatives in English, indicating that they can acquire multiple focus features, NPRH predicts the opposite. The L2 learners, according to NPRH, will reject multiple interrogatives, suggesting that they cannot acquire multiple focus features since they are not realized in their L1. 
Procedure
The test material was disseminated to the research participants during November 2008. They were asked to rate the acceptability of each question with the given answer. A fivepoint scale was used, ranging from 1 "bad" to 5 "perfect." The test material was distributed mostly online due to the extremely varying universities where each Indonesian participant is studying.
Analysis
To examine whether there is a statistically significant difference between the L2' learners and native controls in their acceptance of multiple interrogatives, a t-test analysis was used. The alpha decision level was set at .05 for all inferential statistics.
Results
The mean of the ratings and the p value indicate that there is a statistically significant difference between L2 learners and native controls in their acceptance of multiple interrogatives. The difference between the acceptance of L2 learners and native controls of multiple interrogatives with a pair list answer was very significant at p<.05, p = .0005. With single answer, the difference was statistically very significant at p<.05, p = .0003. This clearly indicates that L2 learners performed very differently in comparison to native controls. In accordance to the prediction, L2 learners performed like native controls in their rating of conjoined interrogatives as seen in the p value. The results are summarized in Table 4 . The L2 learners consisted of 3 undergraduate students and 14 graduate students at a variety of universities in the United States. They were considered advanced learners of English based on the mean of their TOEFL score, i.e. 582.18. This score apparently undermines their English proficiency since TOEFL was taken before they came to the US. Besides, they had been staying in the US for an average of 17.76 months at the time of the experiment. The summary of the participants' information is given in Table 6 . 
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Material
In general, the test material in the second experiment was relatively similar to that of the first one such that it was split into two sets, multiple interrogatives (1) and conjoined interrogatives (2). The difference was that each question was presented within a context of situation. There were six different situations in the test, each of which was followed by a multiple interrogative or a conjoined interrogative. The situations and the questions were scrambled in such a way that the participants would not make any attempt of hyper-analyzing the test by comparing the items or they would not easily figure out what is being investigated. The situations were designed solely in a pair-list answer since such answer is more felicitous than a single answer. A sample of test material is presented in Figure 4 . 
Procedure
As in the first experiment, the research participants were asked to rate the acceptability of each question within the given context of situation. A five-point scale was used, ranging from 1 "bad" to 5 "perfect." The test material was also distributed online.
Analysis
T-test was also used to help determine examine whether there is a statistically significant difference between the L2' learners and native controls in their acceptance of multiple interrogatives. The alpha decision level was set at .05 for all inferential statistics.
Results
The mean acceptance and p value show that L2 learners still performed significantly differently from native speakers of English in their ratings of multiple interrogatives at p<.05, p = .02. Surprisingly, the L2 learners outperformed the native controls in their acceptance of conjoined interrogatives. The summary of the mean acceptance and p value is given in Table 7 . Table 8 presents a more detailed comparison of the L2 learners and native controls in their ratings of each of the questions. As a matter of fact, L2 learners rated such pairings as who-where and who-when significantly differently from native speakers as obvious from the p value = .001 and .003, respectively. Other pairings of multiple interrogatives were rated by two groups of participants in a relatively similar way. As for the conjoined interrogatives, the L2 learners rated whowhere significantly differently from the native controls at the p value = .004. 
DISCUSSION
The question under investigation is whether high proficient learners of English who are native speakers of Indonesian can acquire multiple focus features such that they can accept multiple interrogatives in English or, they perform like native speakers in rating the multiple interrogatives. Overall, the statistical results from the first and second experiments confirm that they performed significantly differently from native speakers of English in their acceptance of multiple interrogatives.
In the first experiment, the L2 learners rated the multiple interrogatives both with a pair-list answer and single answer significantly differently from native controls. However, as the results were broken down, we can clearly see that the L2 learners did not reject multiple interrogatives in all possible pairings in English. They accepted most of the wh-phrase pairings except for who-where and what-where pairings.
One possible reason why the L2 learners rated who-where and what-where very differently from the native controls could be that they might find it hard to imagine a plausible situation where such a question and answer could be addressed.
In the second experiment, after each question was presented within the context, the L2 learners still did not perform as well as the native controls, particularly in their ratings of who-where and who-when. Recall that they also did not accept who-where pairing in the first experiment. At this point, it appears to be baffling to find explanation as to why they accepted some pairings but rejected others. The type of wh-phrase in the pairing did not seem to matter in this respect since almost all of the pairings contained a combination of an argument wh-phrase, i.e. who and what, and an adjunct wh-phrase, such as when and where. It might be the case that the situations in which certain wh-phrase pairings are put are not clear enough for the L2 learners so that they might have a hard time figuring out how the multiple interrogative is plausibly addressed. The role the context plays in the L2 learners' acceptance of multiple interrogatives is essential as evidently shown in Table 9 . Their ratings increased quite significantly when multiple interrogatives were presented in the contexts. Another factor that may contribute to the L2 learners' poor performance for some whphrase pairings is input frequency. Multiple interrogatives are not frequently produced by native speakers so that the L2 learners lack positive input that will allow them to reset the parameters. It might be the case that in reallife situations, such multiple interrogatives are frequently avoided because people tend to request for single information at a time.
Another interesting finding that is worth elaborating is the fact that the L2 learners rated the conjoined interrogatives higher than the native speakers of English did. In particular, the L2 learners rated who-where higher than native controls did. We can see the comparison of the participants' ratings in Table 10 . The L2 learners seem to generalize the acceptability of conjoined interrogatives in any possible pairings. This strategy may be working since in general there appears to be no semantic restriction in most wh-phrase pairings as obviously seen in the L2 learners' ratings of conjoined interrogatives that mostly pattern like native controls'. This strategy did not work quite well, however. It turns out that the conjoined interrogative who-where is not compatible with the given situation. Some native controls pointed out that who will sit and where implies that only a certain people out of a group of people will sit probably due to the limited seats. Thus, one possible scenario such a question might fit is where Dave's mom invited a large number of people to come for a party, yet due to limited seats only certain people can sit. In that kind of situation, the question appears to be possible.
The asymmetry indicates that the L2 learners were not aware of the semantic restriction of a particular conjoined interrogative. They employed their L1 values to account for it. In their L1, no such restrictions exist, so the L2 learners may overgeneralize the usage of conjoined interrogatives in their L2. This asymmetry could be attributable to the fact that the L2 learners might be lacking positive input that would enable them to assume the semantic restrictions of certain conjoined interrogatives.
In table 9, we can also notice another fact that both L2 learners and native speakers of English rated the conjoined interrogative who-when equally low (mean: 2.53 and 2.65 respectively). This is interesting since the L2 learners exhibited some sensitivity to semantic restriction of this pairing, in contrast to the situation with who-where. Again, this asymmetry might be attributed to the frequency of such conjoined interrogative.
With regard to the prediction made by the two contesting hypotheses, i.e. Full Transfer/ Full Access Hypothesis (FTFAH) and No Parameter Resetting Hypothesis (NPRH), the findings of the current study lend partial support to both hypotheses.
Statistically speaking, NPRH's prediction is borne out due to the fact that there was a significant difference between the L2 learners and the native controls in their acceptance of multiple interrogatives. On the other hand, the fact that the L2 learners performed quite well in their ratings of certain wh-phrase pairings appear to disagree with the prediction. The L2 learners seem to have reset their parameters for certain combination of wh-phrases which sharply contrasts with the NPRH's prediction.
The FTFAH's prediction is also confirmed by the fact that the L2 learners apparently accepted some of the wh-phrase pairings in multiple interrogatives constructions. It indicates that they have reset their parameters to admit new values that are not instantiated in their L1.
It should be noted that I am not making any claims of the end-state grammar of the L2 learners. In other words, the findings of this study do not necessarily confirm that certain properties being investigated are eventually unattainable or not. Besides the fact that there was no test to ascertain if the L2 learners have reached the end-state grammar, all of them were students at a variety of American universities at which case their L2 grammars could still be developing.
CONCLUSION
In conclusion, the findings of this study suggest partial resetting of focus feature to the L2 value, favoring the prediction of Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis. The L2 learners accepted most of wh-phrase pairings relatively in the same way as the native controls did, thus indicating the restructuring of parameters to the L2 values. At the same time, the statistical data reveals that overall the L2 learners were significantly different from the native speakers of English in their ratings of multiple interrogatives in the two experiments, lending support to No Parameter Resetting Hypothesis.
